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Since the French booklet of which this one is a translation 
was abundantly reviewed [l] when it appeared in 1960, little 
further review of the contents is needed. Mathematicians are 
likely to be puzzled by Costabel’s use of “force” on pp. 22-24 
and by Leibniz’s whole approach to the problem. Students of 
mechanics are always surprized to learn that Leibniz in 1692 
could dismiss unmentioned Newton’s Principia of 1687 and the 
entirely different concept of force implied therein, since 
Newtonian forces as used later by Euler provide the basis for 
mechanics as it is taught today. Philosophers and historians 
seem to care little for Reech’s attempt to found mechanics 
explicitly on the Newtonian idea of force and to be entirely 
unaware of the recent work of Noll, which has given Newtonian 
forces a logical and mathematical status strictly level with 
those of point, line, and mass [2]. Historians of the effective 
side of mechanics always find it difficult to recognize in 
Leibniz’s work on live forces the Leibniz who published brilliant 
and concrete analyses of the elastic beam (1684) and the catenary 
(1690), or the Leibniz whose studies of motion in a resisting 
medium (1689) demonstrate high competence in plane dynamics. 
Costabel takes seriously Leibniz’s claim to have “established a 
new science,” which he called “la Dynamique” (p. 65, with con- 
fusing and perhaps misprinted quotation marks, also p. 104 and 
elsewhere). Since it would hamstring mechanics to restrict it 
to cases in which the measure of force is mv2, and since even in 
the cases when the sum of vis viva and vis mortua remains constant, 
that fact suffices to render specific only the very simplest 
problems, Leibniz’s idea scarcely deserves the rank of a science 
or a system. 
To the extent that a translation of vague metaphysical 
conceits in Koyre’s manner can be accurate, this one is so in 
all cases I have checked, but too literal to be acceptable 
English, for example, in the sentence on p. 104 ending “it was 
necessary that ‘dynamics’ take account in particular of that 
compounding of motions, the logical difficulty of which, users 
such as Lamy and Varignon, had no suspicion.” Also, on p. 49, 
“the text.. . confirms the awareness of Leibniz of the necessity 
he was under of building a logical structure in order to avoid a 
battle of words.. . .‘I Maddison has preserved even the royal “we”, 
disagreeable enough in French but absurdly pompous in English: 
“Our investigation would have been incomplete if we had not had 
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the good fortune to discover..." (p. 26), no collaborator being 
implied. 
In a later publication [3] Costabel has explained why he 
regards the mechanics of Newton as being a "Mechanica rationalis, 
but... not dynamics in the sense of Leibniz." It seems to me to 
be flawed by the same defect as the book under review: total 
failure to the comprehend the nature of a mathematical theory 
of physical phenomena. 
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This book, although explicitly concerned with an outline of 
the history of "mathematical" logic, which begins in a rather 
proper sense only in the time of Leibniz, opens with a chapter 
on "The development of mathematical logic during the Middle Ages 
in Europe." Such a chapter might have proved useful if it was 
written with the precise purpose of putting in evidence some 
basic trends in formal logic, which could be held as a kind of 
historical background of mathematical logic proper. But the 
author remains very far from such an effort and gives us a 
rather poor compilation, in which some logicians are reviewed 
one after the other with no sense of historical perspective, no 
care for proportion or the establishment of existent links between 
the different scholars and doctrines of that age. This may be 
the consequence of the fact that the author is patently no 
specialist in this part of the history of logic, as may be 
